Data from 6 studies (N = 945) were combined to examine the factor structure and construct validity of J. Kuril's (1994a) measure of action-state orientation, the Action Control Scale (ACS). Initial confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of 4 models showed poor fit with the data. Items that did not perform well were dropped, and the 4 CFA models were retested, resulting hi support for a 3-factor solution corresponding to the Preoccupation, Hesitation, and Volatility subscales. Regression analyses demonstrated that the revised ACS subscales measure a construct distinct from cognitive ability and personality. The revised subscales showed differential statistically significant relationships with (a) self-regulatory and serf-focus variables and (b) job attitudes and ratings of job performance. The authors conclude that action-state orientation is a construct relevant to applied settings and that future research should further examine this construct.
volitional processes, or what Lewin, Dembo, Festinger, and Sears (1944) referred to as "goal-striving." Goal-striving refers to the process of implementing a goal and reflects a continuous, dynamic interplay of events and cognitions whereby information is monitored over time, and actions are taken based on changing circumstances (Gollwitzer & Brandstatter, 1997; Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987) . This emphasis on the implementation of goals has a long history in European (particularly German) research on motivation. Until recently (see Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Lord & Levy, 1994) , much American research on motivation has focused on issues such as goal choice, goal commitment, and performance outcomes (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Latham & Locke, 1991) , or what Lewin et al. (1944) termed "goal setting." Goal setting variables are more discrete in nature and are not tied directly to task implementation, but rather they reflect cognitions about the likelihood of achieving a goal or a goal's value. In contrast, goal-striving approaches to motivation are more closely related to issues of the self-regulation of thoughts and actions (Diefendorff et al., 1998; Karoly, 1993; Lord & Levy, 1994) .
Thus, in the context of a broader model of self-regulation, action-state orientation is concerned with characteristic differences in the enactment and maintenance of goals and the ability to protect activated goals from competing action tendencies through information-processing mechanisms such as allocation of attention, inhibition of extraneous cognitions, and emotion control mechanisms (Kuhl, 1994b , Kuhl & Goschke, 1994 . Because of its focus on the dynamic, process-oriented issues of goal-striving, action-state orientation may be useful in understanding why two individuals who have similar goals, knowledge, ability, and desire to perform well nevertheless fail to achieve the same level of performance.
Definition of Action-State Orientation
Although individuals likely fall on a continuum of action-state orientation, in further describing the characteristic it is helpful to contrast those individuals who are more action oriented versus those who are more state oriented. Individuals with a strong action orientation are able to devote their cognitive resources to the task at hand, thus enabling them to expediently move from a present goal state to some desired future goal state. These individuals flexibly allocate their attention for the purpose of task execution and goal attainment. Persons who are more action oriented are characterized by enhanced performance efficiency (Kuhl, 1994b) and the ability to complete tasks after minor failures or setbacks. Alternatively, individuals with more of a state orientation tend to have persistent, ruminative thoughts about alternative goals or affective states, which reduces the cognitive resources available for goal-striving. This reduction of available resources impairs state-oriented individuals' ability to initiate activities and to follow tasks through to completion, especially when the activities are difficult, nonroutine, or both. (Brunstein & Olbrich, 1985; Goschke & Kuhl, 1993; Kuhl, 1981; Kuhl, 1994b) . In addition to the general notion of action-state orientation, Kuhl (e.g., Kuhl & Beckmann, 1994) further suggests that three separate aspects or dimensions can be distinguished: preoccupation, hesitation, and volatility.
Preoccupation dimension. This dimension, with opposing poles of preoccupation versus disengagement, indicates the degree to which individuals explicitly process information related to some past, present, or future state. The action-oriented pole of this dimension (disengagement) refers to the ability to detach from thoughts about alternative goals or undesirable events that may interfere with progress on the task at hand. In contrast, the stateoriented pole is associated with impaired effectiveness due to the perseveration of thoughts related to some unpleasant experience (real or simulated), often involving failure (Kuhl, 1994a) .
Hesitation dimension. This dimension, with opposing poles of hesitation versus initiative, refers to the degree to which individuals have difficulty initiating intended goal-directed activities. Action-oriented individuals on this dimension (initiative pole) are able to easily initiate work on tasks. Although both the hesitation and the preoccupation dimensions are similar in their focus on the ability to move forward with tasks and to escape from stateoriented processing when necessary, they have different bases. Specifically, the preoccupation dimension is concerned with whether distracting thoughts interfere with initiating action, whereas the hesitation dimension emphasizes the behavioral capacity to initiate action.
Volatility dimension. This dimension, with opposing poles of volatility versus persistence, is concerned with the ability to stay in the action-oriented mode when necessary. It refers to the degree to which individuals become distracted when working on an interesting or necessary task. More action-oriented individuals (persistence pole) are able to effectively maintain focus on an intention until the task is complete, whereas more state-oriented individuals are easily pulled off-task, impairing their overall performance. State-oriented processing associated with the volatility dimension may be due to an overactivity of the action initiation system (and hence a tendency to inappropriately initiate new tasks), rather than the underactivity of this system seen in the state-oriented poles of the preoccupation and hesitation dimensions (Kuhl, 1994a) .
Thus, the three action-orientation dimensions relate to different facets of the goal-striving process. Action-oriented individuals flexibly disengage from irrelevant concerns (preoccupation), effectively initiate required actions (hesitation), and stay focused until tasks are completed (volatility).
Proposed Relationships of Action-State Orientation With Work Variables

Expected Relationship With Job Performance and Job Attitudes
To date, no published study has examined the relationship between action-state orientation and work-related outcomes. Because a key aspect of most jobs is the initiation and maintenance of productive behavior, it is likely that individual differences in action-state orientation are related to job performance. Holding other relevant individual characteristics such as ability, knowledge, and experience equal, employees who are more actionoriented should complete more assigned tasks, have less difficulty meeting deadlines, and because of their more effective allocation of cognitive and emotional resources to the task, produce higher quality outputs. This relationship should hold at least as strongly for discretionary tasks in the workplace, such as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Because OCBs are more voluntary, there are fewer structural mechanisms such as production goals or company procedures and policies built into the workplace to guard against self-regulatory failure. Thus performance of OCBs is expected to be more dependent on self-regulatory mechanisms internal to the individual employee.
Thus, in general, we expect a moderate, positive relationship between action-state orientation and supervisor ratings of job performance, indicating that more action-oriented employees perform better. This relationship should hold regardless of whether the performance ratings are for required job behaviors or for more voluntary behaviors such as OCBs. To the extent that higher performance leads to more tangible and intangible, benefits, such as monetary rewards, social recognition, and personal competence, it is additionally expected that action-state orientation will also be positively related to job attitudes such as job satisfaction, work centrality, and job involvement.
Relationships Supporting a Self-Regulatory Explanation of Effects
The arguments that we advance for expecting action-state orientation to be related to job performance and job attitudes assume mechanisms based on volitional, self-regulatory processes. Thus it is theoretically important not only to demonstrate that the relationships exist, but to find additional corroborative evidence specifically supporting a self-regulatory explanation and to rule out alternative interpretations of the observed relationships in terms of other constructs such as cognitive ability or personality. Thus, the current study also investigates the relationships of action-state orientation with a variety of individual difference variables, including self-regulatory, cognitive, and personality variables. Measures of action-state orientation should (a) show significant relationships with related self-regulatory variables, (b) be essentially unrelated to general and specific cognitive abilities, and (c) relate to work performance and job attitudes above and beyond variance explained by personality variables. The specific self-regulatory, cognitive ability, and personality variables investigated are described in Table 1 , and the hypothesized relationship for each set of variables is listed in Table 2 . Negative priming (Kane et al., 1994) CFQ (Broadbent et al., 1982) WAIS-R Information (Wechsler, 1981) WAIS-R Digit Span (Wechsler, 1981) Adjective Checklist (Goldberg, 1992) Extraversion Agreeableness Dependability Emotional Stability Intellect Job in General Scale (Ironson, Smith, Branick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989 ) Neutral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weitz, 1952 ) Job involvement (Paullay, Alliger, & StoneRomero, 1994 ) Role Setting Work centrality (Paullay et al., 1994) In-role job performance (Williams & Anderson, 1991 These variables were included to test the discriminant validity of the ACS subscales. It was anticipated that there would be small to zero correlations between the cognitive ability variables and the ACS subscales.
These variables were examined to demonstrate the convergent validity of the ACS subscales and further substantiate the nomological network of the action-state orientation construct. It was expected that these measures would be significantly related to the ACS subscales.
These variables were included to examine their degree of overlap with action-state orientation. It was expected that although personality and affect may significantly relate to the ACS subscafes, there would still be a substantial proportion of unshared variance. It was anticipated that this variable would be positively related to the ACS subscales. These variables were included to examine the usefulness of action-state orientation for predicting work-related attitudes and supervisor ratings of performance. It was anticipated that the ACS subscales would significantly predict the work-related outcomes, even after the effects of relevant demographic and personality variables were removed.
Note. ACS = Action Control Scale; WAIS-R = Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised; OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behavior Questionnaires.
Measurement of Action-State Orientation: The Action Control Scale (ACS)
Description of the ACS
The ACS (German version is the HAKEMP) is a forced-choice self-report measure developed by Kuhl (1985) to assess differences in action-state orientation. The items on the scale depict brief scenarios that occur in everyday life and require selection of one of two options that indicate what the participant would do. Since its original development, the ACS has gone through three revisions, the most recent version being the ACS-90. The ACS-90 consists of 36 items, divided equally into three subscales measuring preoccupation, hesitation, and volatility (Kuhl & Beckmann, 1994) .
Issues in the Factor Structure of the ACS
There are conflicting views of the factor structure of the ACS. Exploratory factor analyses of the ACS-90, reported in Kuhl (1994a) , resulted in the extraction of three factors with sizeable eigenvalues, rather than a single action-state orientation factor. These factors correspond to the preoccupation, hesitation, and volatility concepts described earlier. On the basis of these factor analysis results, one would conclude that hypotheses involving action-state orientation should be tested using all three ACS subscales so that unique relationships with the three distinct aspects of action-state orientation can be detected. Yet theoretical work (e.g., Kuhl, 1994b) frequently treats action-state orientation as a unitary underlying tendency, and it may be argued that a single action-state composite score, combining all 36 ACS items, would be sufficient to capture the construct. Empirical work shows that a composite ACS-90 score based on all three subscale items has adequate internal consistency. Thus, both theoretical and empirical evidence exist for considering the ACS to have both a one-and a three-factor structure.
A third, intermediate possibility, is that the Preoccupation and Hesitation subscales measure a single construct, whereas the Volatility subscale measures a second construct. This interpretation is also based on both empirical results and theory. Observed correlations between the Preoccupation and Hesitation subscales are typically quite high, whereas their correlations with the Volatility subscale are typically close to zero (Kuhl, 1994a (Kuhl, , 1994b . This pattern of relationships is consistent with Kuhl's idea that the ability to escape the state-oriented mode of processing, when necessary, may be independent of the ability to remain in an action-oriented mode of processing, when desired.
Further complicating the issue, a study by Kanfer, Dugdale, and McDonald (1994) in part replicates Kuhl's (1994b) finding of a three-factor structure, but also finds some evidence supporting a more complex five-factor structure. Their five-factor structure subdivided the Hesitation subscale into a planning dimension (extent of constructive problem-solving) and a Discipline dimension (the ease of initiation of boring or unpleasant tasks). It also subdivided the volatility subscale into a Persistence dimension and an Absorption dimension (reflecting the extent to which an individual becomes caught up in the task). The Preoccupation subscale stayed essentially intact.
In sum, previous empirical and theoretical works have implied several a priori competing models of the ACS factor structure. The first and most parsimonious of these models is a one-factor model, which is consistent with the idea of a global, unitary action-state orientation construct. The second model, a two-factor model, suggests that there are two latent constructs influencing ACS responses-the ability to escape the state-oriented mode of processing (assessed by preoccupation and hesitation items) and the ability to stay in the action-oriented mode of processing (assessed by volatility items). The third a priori model, a three-factor model, is implied by most previous empirical and theoretical work with the ACS measure, and suggests that preoccupation, hesitation, and volatility are separate constructs. Finally, the fourth a priori model is the five-factor model suggested by Kanfer et al.'s (1994) exploratory factor analyses.
Thus, the current study first examines the ACS-90 from a construct-validation perspective. Whether the concept of actionstate orientation contributes to research in work settings depends in part on the construct validity of its measure. Because construct validity is so essential to both the research process and applied work, attention to it before a variable makes substantial impact on a field may help avoid unwarranted substantive conclusions, erroneous bodies of research, and unsuitable applications (Schwab, 1980) . Given strong a priori models, we believed that the competing hypothesized factor structures could be assessed and compared with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) techniques to address the construct validity question.
Overview
The present study attempts to broaden our understanding of action-state orientation and to demonstrate its relevance for organizational settings. To do this, we report the results of six empirical studies that address three main issues: (a) a confirmatory factor analytic assessment of the dimensionality of the action-state orientation construct as measured by the ACS-90, (b) expansion of the nomological net of relationships supporting the action-state construct through establishing convergent validity with other selfregulatory measures and discriminant validity with cognitive ability and personality measure, and (c) a demonstration of the relationships of action-state orientation with work attitudes and supervisor ratings of job performance.
Method
Participants
Volunteer participants from Introductory Psychology classes were recruited for each of the six studies. In return for their participation, they received extra credit points. In all six studies, participants completed the 36-item, forced-choice ACS-90 (Kuhl, 1994a) in addition to other measures described in Table 1 . Study 1 had 96 participants (28 male and 68 female) with an average age of 25.6. Study 2 had 71 participants (26 male and 45 female) with an average age of 21.6. Diefendorff et al. (1998) used these samples to show the relation of negative priming and the ACS-90 to self-reports of self-regulatory success in everyday life.
Study 3 had 56 participants. Age and gender information were not collected for this study, but the participants were sampled from the same subject pool as the other studies included in this article. This sample was used as a pilot study for Strean (1999) . Study 4 had 131 participants (32 male, 75 female, and 24 unknown) with a mean age of 24.4 years. Study 5 had 344 participants (81 male, 235 female, and 28 unknown) with a mean age of 23.6 years. Studies 4 and 5 were part of a larger research project described in Strean.
The data for Study 6 were collected as part of a larger study by Kamin (1999) examining the role of attitude accessibility on the attitude-behavior relationships. Participants were 247 employed students (88 male, 156 female, and 3 unknown). The mean age for this sample was 24.4 years with an average tenure of 3 years at the present job. In addition to completing several self-report measures, participants gave permission for questionnaires assessing in-role job performance and OCBs to be sent to their supervisors. Participants' supervisors received a packet of questionnaires with a letter of explanation, instructions for filling out the questionnaires, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope to return their ratings. The return rate for the supervisory ratings was 55%.
Measures
The ACS-90 and a variety of cognitive ability, self-regulatory, personality, job performance, and work attitude measures were administered (see Table 1 for more detail). As described earlier, the ACS-90 consists of 36 dichotomous items, with 12 items each in the Preoccupation, Hesitation, and Volatility subscales (see the Appendix for item stems and responses). High scores on the three scales indicate greater action-orientation (thus low scores indicate greater state-orientation).
Treatment of Missing Responses and Outlier Screening
The data from all six studies were combined into one large data set for the CFA. Of the 946 participants in the combined data set, one individual was missing responses to 8 items of the ACS-90 and was dropped from further analysis, reducing the sample size to 945. An additional 17 persons were missing responses for up to four items. For these persons, multiple regression was used to impute replacement values based on responses to the remaining items in the relevant ACS subscale. In total, 28 missing data points were imputed out of 34,020 (less than 1%).
Prior to performing the correlation and multiple regression analyses, all relevant variables in the studies were screened for univariate and multivariate outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) . This procedure resulted in the identification of a small number of outliers, which were then removed from relevant analyses. The number of participants dropped from any one analysis because of outliers ranged from 0 to 8, with 7% of the sample being the maximum percentage removed from any one analysis.
Results and Discussion
Results of CFAs
CFAs were performed to determine whether a one-, two-, three-, or five-factor solution best fit the ACS items. LISREL 8.14 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) was used to test the CFA models. The item-level indicators consisted of dichotomous responses, therefore an estimation method that did not require a normality assumption was required. To address this issue, PRELIS 2.14 was used to generate an asymptotic covariance matrix for input to the LISREL analysis, then a weighted least squares (WLS) procedure was used to estimate the model parameters, following the example described in Joreskog and Sorbom (1989, pp. 233-235) .
Description of factor models and initial analyses. We used CFA to compare four factor structures, implied by previous theory and empirical research: Model A, a one-factor model; Model B, a two-factor model combining Kuhl's Hesitation and Preoccupation scales into a single factor, but retaining the original Volatility scale as a separate factor; Model C, Kuhl's three-factor model; and Model D, Kanfer et al.'s five-factor model. For each CFA model, a single path was freed from the relevant factor to each item. No cross-loadings were allowed. All models containing more than one factor were oblique-that is, latent factors were allowed to freely intercorrelate. For all models, the metric was set by fixing factor variances to 1.0. Models A, B, and C were nested, thus their fits could be compared directly using chi-square difference tests. Comparisons to the nonnested Model D were made using the comparative fit index (CFI).
An initial set of analyses of Models A-D was performed, using all 12 items from each of the three ACS subscales. The results showed that none of the models fit the data especially well. The five-factor model did not converge after 500 iterations, often a sign of an incorrectly specified model. For all four models, the chisquare goodness-of-fit statistic was significant (p < .001), thus leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis of good fit. Rootmean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) values were all larger than .06; standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) values ranged from .20 to .21, and all values of fit indices were below .90. Recently recommended "rules of thumb" for fit indices suggest cutoff values of at least .95 for the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and CFI, and, at most, .06 for the RMSEA (Hu & Bentler, 1999) . Furthermore, these authors found that the sum of Type I and Type II error rates is lowest when decisions to reject or retain models are made on the basis of combinations of fit indices. Specifically, Hu and Bentler suggested that combined criteria be used when making a decision whether to reject a model. They recommended two possible combination rules. The first combinational rule is to reject the model when RMSEA > .06, and SRMR > .09. The second combinational rule is to reject the model when TLI < .96, and SRMR > .09. Because all four models would clearly be rejected by either of these rules, and in the interests of saving space, these results are not detailed further.
Instead, the LISREL residuals and modification indices from these analyses were inspected for clues about the sources of poor model fit. The modification indices suggested that a large decrease in the model misfit could be achieved by allowing the residual error terms (0 s s) of two Hesitation subscale items (Items 26 and 35) with identical response options to correlate with each other. The models were respecified including the correlated residuals and reestimated. However, the resulting fit was still poor for all four models after reestimation (see the summarized results in the top portion of Table 3 ). For all models tested, the chi-square goodnessof-fit statistic was still significant, p < .001. RMSEA values were still all greater than .06, and fit indices were still less than .90. The five-factor model (Model D) still showed convergence problems.
Tests comparing the fit of the four models were not performed for the analyses using a full set of ACS items because (a) the relatively poor overall fit of all four models tested in this set of analyses, and (b) indications of some poor quality items, including low factor loadings (A x s) and/or modification indices suggesting substantial cross-loadings on secondary factors. (See the Appendix for values of factor loadings and the specific items.) Items with loadings of less than .40, indications of substantial secondary factor influence, or both, were identified and dropped from the item pool. This eliminated four items each from the Preoccupation scale (Items 1, 7, 16, and 25) and the Hesitation scale (Items 14, 17, 23, 32) , and six items from the Volatility scale (Items 6, 9, 12, 18, 27, and 30) . The four CFA models were retested on the revised set of 22 items.
CFA results: Revised item set. The models using the revised item set yielded a noticeably better fit to the data than did the first set of analyses. The chi-square goodness-of-fit tests were still statistically significant for all models tested, resulting in a rejection of the null hypothesis of "good fit." (See lower portion of Table 3 .) However, because of the large sample size used in the current study, the chi-square statistic is extremely sensitive to minor model misfit, and relatively well-fitting models may in fact show statistical significance. Thus information from other indicators of fit was assessed.
The RMSEA was below .05 for the three-factor model (RMSEA = .037) and the two-factor model (RMSEA = .045), and below .06 for the one-and five-factor models, indicating at least adequate fit for all four models based on this criterion (see Table  3 ). The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) values for all except the one-factor model were greater than .95. The better fit of all models in this set of analyses justified making comparisons among them.
Comparisons among Models A, B, and C were made in two ways: (a) using the chi-square difference test, and (b) comparing values of the CFI. Beginning with a comparison of the two most parsimonious models, the chi-square difference test and CFI results both indicated that the two-factor model fit significantly better than the one-factor model, A^(l, N = 945) = 251.71, p < .001, ACFI = .08. In turn, the three-factor model fit significantly better than the two-factor model, A^(2, N = 945) = 141.81, p < .001, ACFI = .04. Because the five-factor model was not part of a nested sequence, this model was compared with the three-factor Note. For all models, the errors of Items 26 and 35 were allowed to covary. RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-squared residual; OH = goodness-of-fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index, * This model failed to converge after 500 iterations; reported fit values are based on the preliminary solution. ***p < .001. model using the CFI values, which suggested that the three-factor model had the better fit (ACPI = .06). Thus, on the basis of the cni-square difference tests, comparisons of CFI, and the low value of its RMSEA, the best-fitting model was unambiguously the three-factor model. Furthermore, this is the only model that would be retained if Hu and Bentler's (1999) TLI-SRMR combinational rule were used. Finally, the three-factor model also has the advantage of previous theoretical and empirical validation.
Developing the Nomological Net for the Revised ACS Subscales
The next section presents the results of multiple regression and correlation analyses, used to develop evidence of the nomological network for action-state orientation and to provide evidence of its usefulness in applied settings. These analyses were performed using the ACS subscale scores based on both the full and revised item sets, but for the sake of brevity, we report only the results based on the revised item set. This decision was made on the bases of (a) relatively high correlations between the original and revised subscale scores (see Table 4 ), and (b) the previously described CFA results suggesting that the revised subscales may more cleanly measure the subcomponents of action-state orientation than the original subscales. The revised subscales showed slightly lower estimates of internal consistency reliability (alpha) than did the original subscales, as can be seen from Table 4 , but this did not appear to damage validities. The correlation and regression analyses with the subscales, based on the full versus revised item sets, yielded similar results (79% of the parameter estimates varied by no more than .05), but in over 70% of the analyses, the original subscales explained less variance than did the revised subscales.
Relationships of the Revised ACS Subscales With Cognitive Ability Variables
To examine whether action-state orientation is redundant with cognitive ability, the revised ACS subscales were correlated with measures of cognitive inhibition (negative priming), short-term memory capacity (Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised, or WAIS-R; Digit Span), general intelligence (WAIS-R, Information), and academic success (grade point average). The correlations ranged in value from -.09 to .13, and none were statistically significant (further detail is available from James M. Diefendorff). These results effectively demonstrate the discriminant validity of action-state orientation with respect to cognitive ability.
Relationships of the Revised ACS Subscales With Self-Focus and Self-Regulatory Variables
Relationships with self-consciousness. The three Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS) subscales measure the extent to which an individual focuses his or her attention on different aspects of the self, thus reflecting the extent of self-rumination. The relationships between the SCS subscales and the revised ACS subscales were examined using a set of multiple regressions that modeled the revised ACS subscales as predictors of the SCS subscales (see Table 5 ). Between 15% and 22% of the variance in each of the three SelfConsciousness subscales was explained by the set of the three ACS predictors. In all three models, most of the variance explained was due to the Preoccupation scale's significant negative relationships: Public (/3 = -0.39, p < .001), Private (/3 = -0.40, p < .001), and Social Anxiety subscales, (/3 = -0.35, p < .001), indicating that individuals who were more state-oriented reported greater focus on the self. The nonsignificant relationships of the Hesitation and Volatility subscales with self-consciousness makes sense, given that these constructs are more closely related to overt actions (initiating activities and maintaining task effort, respectively), whereas the Preoccupation scale is concerned with thoughts.
Relationships with depressive thinking. Results show that depressive symptoms, as measured by the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI), are predicted by action-state orientation. About 24% of the variance in BDI scores is explained by the three ACS subscales, with the Preoccupation and Volatility subscales showing significant unique relationships (see Table 6 ). The significant negative relationship between the BDI and the Preoccupation subscale (j3 = -0.35, p < .001) suggests that persons who think more about task failures or alternative goals also tend to be more depressed. In addition, the significant negative relationship with the Volatility subscale (j3 = -0.27, p = .001) suggests that experiencing distractions or being unable to finish tasks is associated with more depressive symptoms.
Relationships with measures of thought intrusions. Regression models with the revised ACS subscales as predictors and the Thought Occurrence Questionnaire (TOQ) subscales as the dependent variables explained between 16% and 31% of the variance in the TOQ and were all statistically significant (see Table 5 ). These results suggest that in general, state-oriented individuals are more likely to have off-task thoughts, thoughts of escaping from tasks, and task-relevant worries than are action-oriented individuals. Interestingly the individual ACS subscales differentially predicted different types of thought intrusions. The Preoccupation subscale predicted the occurrence of off-task concerns related to emotional or social issues (/3 = -0.38, p = .01), whereas the Hesitation subscale predicted the occurrence of thoughts regarding escape from tasks (ft = -0.29, p = .04), and marginally predicted task-related thoughts (|3 = -Q.26,p = .09). Similarly, a regression of the three revised ACS subscales on the Cognitive Interferences Questionnaire (CIQ) resulted in a significant negative effect for the Hesitation subscale (j3 = -0.32, p = .03), suggesting that stateoriented individuals are more likely to report that they incurred thought intrusions during performance of a recently completed task than are action-oriented individuals. Relationships with cognitive failures. We found that actionoriented individuals reported fewer cognitive failures than stateoriented individuals, with the set of three ACS predictors explaining about 13% of the variance in the Cognitive Failures Questionnaire (CFQ) scores. The only significant regression coefficient was for the Hesitation subscale (/3 = -0.30, p < .001), suggesting that the ability to initiate activities is particularly relevant for avoiding everyday thought-related failures (see Table 5 ).
Summary of relationships of ACS with self-focus and selfregulation measures. The significant results of the regression analyses of the self-focus and self-regulation variables provide convincing evidence that the revised ACS subscales measure constructs relevant to volition or goal-striving. As a block, the revised ACS subscales explained from 13% to 31% of the variance in the self-focus and self-regulatory measures. As would be expected, given its definition in terms of thoughts (as opposed to overt actions), the Preoccupation subscale showed the most consistent pattern of statistically significant unique relationships with the self-focus and self-regulation variables. The statistically significant results suggested that preoccupation-related action orientation is associated with focusing more on both public and private aspects of the self, experiencing social anxiety and depression, and the occurrence of intrusive thoughts while working on tasks. The Hesitation scale also showed consistent relationships with interference from competing tasks, but not with interference from self-relevant thoughts.
Relationship of the Revised ACS Subscales With Personality and Affective Variables
Because many traditional personality and motivational variables can be subsumed within the structure of the Big Five personality factors (Barrick & Mount, 1991) , regression models were used to see if a set of predictors consisting of measures of the Big Five and of dispositional affect would explain most of the variance in the revised ACS subscales. If so, then the action-state orientation construct would contribute little new information to our understanding. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 6 . The Big Five plus dispositional affect as a block explained 13% of the variance in preoccupation subscale scores, 28% of the variance in Hesitation subscale scores, and 6% of the variance in Volatility subscale scores. Thus, although the overlap between the revised ACS subscales and a combination of the Big Five and dispositional affect is statistically significant, the majority of the variance in the revised ACS subscales is not accounted for by these measures. Importantly, the R 2 values are smaller for regressions with the revised ACS subscales as dependent variables than for regressions with the original ACS-90 subscales as dependent variables (.02 on average), demonstrating that the revised ACS subscales are more independent of the Big Five and dispositional affect than are the original ACS-90 subscales. Emotional stability made the strongest contribution to the prediction of the revised ACS subscales (see Table 6 ), being significantly positively related to all three ACS 5.81*** 15.25*** 2.28* Note. N = 239. Agree = agreeableness; Depend = dependability; Em Stb = emotional stability; Extra = extraversion; Intel = intellect; Affect = dispositional affect. tp < .10 (marginally significant). *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. subscales, indicating that individuals who were more emotionally stable tended to be more action-oriented. The Hesitation subscale was also significantly predicted by dependability (/3 = 0.38, p < .001) and by extraversion (/3 = 0.16, p = .05), indicating that more conscientious and outgoing individuals tended to be better at initiating actions.
Social desirability was significantly positively correlated with responses on all three ACS subscales (for Preoccupation, r = .34, p < .001; for Hesitation, r = .37, p < .001; and for Volatility, r = .10, p = .05), indicating that being action-oriented was associated with socially desirable responding. This finding occurred in spite of Kuhl's (1994a) intention to reduce socially desirable responding by using response alternatives that reflect behaviors and not traits. These significant correlations are likely a reflection of the value society places on action-oriented behaviors such as maintaining mental focus, achieving tasks, and making progress in the pursuit of goals.
Relationships of the Revised ACS Subscales With Job Attitudes and Ratings of Work Performance
Finally, we wanted to determine if the ACS subscales were valuable as predictors of organizationally relevant variables. Multiple regression models were used to determine the extent to which the three revised ACS subscales uniquely predicted job attitudes and supervisor ratings of work performance and OCBs. Preliminary analyses showed that the revised ACS subscales were significantly correlated with several participant demographic and work characteristics, including age, gender, organization tenure, and hours worked per week (additional detail on these relationships is available from James M. Diefendorff). In addition, previous research has shown that a variety of demographic and personality variables relate to job attitudes and work performance. To more stringently test the relationship between the revised ACS subscales and work-related variables, a hierarchical regression approach was used. Predictors were added in three blocks: (a) age, sex, organization tenure, number of hours worked per week, and the rated consistency of one's job with career interests, (b) the Big Five personality dimensions, and (c) the three revised ACS subscales. Using this approach provided a conservative test of the influence of action-state orientation on job attitudes and job performance, because any variance in the criterion variables associated with the demographic and personality predictors was not included in the tests of the ACS effects.
The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are summarized in Table 7 . The top portion of this table reports the results of the tests of the job attitude variables. For all four job attitudes examined, the demographic variables significantly predicted differences in attitudes, explaining from 9% to 30% of the variance. The Big-Five personality dimensions significantly predicted three job attitude variables (job involvement-role, job involvementsetting, and job satisfaction), explaining an additional 10% to 11% of the variance. The revised ACS subscales significantly incremented the prediction of the first two blocks only for the work centrality variable, explaining an additional 4% of the variance. Most of the prediction in this block was due to the Hesitation subscale, which had a significant regression coefficient (j3 = 0.20, p = .02). Thus, action-oriented individuals, as indicated by their ability to effectively initiate activities, appear to see work as a more central aspect of their life.
Although these findings with regard to the ACS are not particularly impressive, they appear to be a function of the conservative approach taken in our regression models. In fact, when the revised ACS subscales are entered in the second step and the Big Five dimensions are entered in the third step of the regression equations, the block of ACS subscales accounts for a significant amount of variance in all four job attitudes and has five significant regression coefficients indicating unique contributions of individual subscales. These results indicate that a large amount of the variance in job attitudes accounted for by the revised ACS subscales is shared with the Big Five.
As the results in the bottom half of Table 7 demonstrate, the revised ACS subscales were very successful in uniquely predicting supervisor ratings of in-role performance and OCBs. The increment in R 2 attributable to the block of three ACS subscales was statistically significant for supervisor ratings of in-role job performance and three domains of OCBs: altruism, civic-virtue, and conscientiousness (see Table 7 ). The statistically significant increments in R 2 ranged in value from .08 to . 11, an increase that is also practically meaningful, especially when considering the large number of demographic and personality variables entered in Blocks 1 and 2. These results suggest that action-oriented individuals are more likely to receive high performance evaluations than state-oriented individuals, both for performing duties specified in their job description and for more voluntary "good citizen" behavior. An interesting finding for the supervisor ratings is that the size of the change in R 2 values for the ACS block is four to five times larger than that of the Big Five. This result dramatically shows that action-state orientation has utility in predicting supervisor ratings of job performance, above and beyond commonly used personality measures. Furthermore, it should be noted that we repeated these analyses using the original ACS-90 subscales, and in every instance the revised ACS subscales accounted for more variance in supervisor ratings of job performance and OCBs than did the original scales.
The pattern of statistical significance for the regression coefficients shows that most of the unique variance accounted for in the performance domains is due to the hesitation component of actionstate orientation. Although the Hesitation subscale demonstrated the greatest degree of overlap with the Big Five and dispositional affect (28% shared variance), it was still the strongest predictor of supervisor ratings of in-role performance and OCBs, even after controlling for the effects of the Big Five and several demographic variables. An unexpected finding was that the regression coefficients for the Preoccupation subscale were negatively related to five of the six performance criteria, three of which approached significance (p < .10; see Table 7 ). These results suggest that state-oriented processing associated with the preoccupation dimension may be related to effective job performance and OCBs.
General Discussion
The study results have implications both for the measurement of action-state orientation in general, and for the use of the action-state orientation construct in models of volitional behavior in work settings. These implications are discussed in detail in the following sections.
Implications for Measurement
Overall, the results from the present study provide a muchneeded first step in demonstrating the usefulness of the individual difference construct of action-state orientation in the workplace. Consistent with Schwab's (1980) recommendation to address construct validity issues prior to using a measure widely, we demonstrated that carefully examining the construct validity of a measure results in a better understanding of the underlying dimensions being measured and a sounder interpretation of subsequent findings. On the bases of the CFAs using the revised set of items, we found convincing support for a three-factor solution, supporting the idea of three separate components of action-state orientation. Although future research should further examine the comparability of the full versus the revised ACS, the present results indicate that by excluding 14 poorly performing items, the resulting three subscales had less overlap with each other and with existing personality and affective disposition measures than did the original subscales. In addition, the revised subscales were better able to predict real-world outcomes such as job performance and OCBs.
One may question the advisability of dropping items from scales that already have a relatively low number of items. As noted earlier, the revised subscales do have slightly lower internal consistency reliability estimates than do the original subscales (see Note at bottom of Table 4 ). However, we believe that (a) the internal consistency estimates based on alpha are likely underestimates given that the items are dichotomous and do not meet tau-equivalence conditions (Cortina, 1993, p. 101) , and (b) the slight drop in internal consistency that may have occurred is offset by improved definition of the three latent factors.
To explain the second point further, we turn to LISREL estimates of the intercorrelations among the three latent factors. These correlations provide information that would not be evident in an inspection of the correlations among the subscale scores reported in Table 4 . The intercorrelations of the latent factors based on the original set of items are quite high, particularly for the preoccupation-hesitation relationship, which had a standardized covariance of .93. In contrast, the covariance between the preoccupation and hesitation latent factors drops substantially to a value of .68 for the revised item model. Our interpretation of this result is that the two constructs are more clearly differentiated from each other in the revised item model because fewer of the indicators have substantial contamination from nonprimary factors. Similar evidence of increased differentiation is seen in the comparison of the correlations of the latent Volatility factor with the Preoccupation and Hesitation factors for the full item model, which showed covariances of .63 and .79, respectively, versus the reduced item model, which showed covariances of .07 and .39, respectively.
Even though the revised ACS-90 showed lower than ideal reliability, the current study demonstrated a compelling number of theoretically consistent relationships with other variables. However, future research in organizations may benefit from the development of additional action-state orientation items, in order to address issues of reliability. These items may also be tailored more specifically to the work context. However, this attempt should be made with care, in order to preserve the meaning of, and distinctions between, the preoccupation, hesitation, and volatility constructs.
Implications for Industrial-Organizational Psychology
The regression results further demonstrated a pattern of findings consistent with Kuhl's (1994b) theory of action-state orientation. None of the cognitive ability measures examined was significantly predicted by any of the revised ACS subscales. Furthermore, it was demonstrated that the Big Five with dispositional affect accounted for, at most, 28% of the variance in any one ACS subscale. Together these findings imply that action-state orientation is not redundant with existing cognitive ability and personality measures.
Overall, the revised Volatility subscale demonstrated the weakest relationships with the dependent variables included in this study. This finding is not surprising given the difficulty in identifying well-performing items for this scale, and the eventual use of only six items in the analyses reported. The Preoccupation subscale demonstrated the strongest relationships with the selfregulatory and self-focus variables. This finding is consistent with the definition of the Preoccupation subscale as focusing more on internal states and thoughts than the Hesitation and Volatility subscales. Yet the Hesitation scale did show several significant negative correlations with measures of distraction or interference from competing tasks, indicating that action-oriented individuals stay on task and avoid disruptions better (see Table 5 ). These results are consistent with recent research showing that initiating actions makes competing information less accessible in memory (Gollwitzer & Schaal, 1998; Goschke & Kuhl, 1993) .
The revised Hesitation subscale demonstrated the strongest relationships with job performance and OCB ratings. This finding makes sense given the emphasis of the hesitation component on the overt action of initiating activities in a timely fashion. The fact that ratings of job performance and OCBs were provided by an independent source (supervisors) is evidence that work behaviors, rather than thoughts or emotions, are the key link between Hesitation-related action orientation and job performance. This result also suggests that the correlation of the ACS subscales with social desirability is not a competing explanation for the ability of ACS scales to predict job behaviors, which were rated by supervisors.
A closer look at the relationship between supervisor ratings and the ACS subscales shows that the Hesitation subscale was consistently positively related to performance ratings as expected. However, unexpectedly, the Preoccupation subscale was generally negatively related to ratings of performance. This finding, although contrary to our original expectations, is consistent with some work by Beckmann (Beckmann, 1994; Beckmann & Kazen, 1994) , who suggested that depending on the role and type of task, a state orientation may be beneficial. State-oriented individuals, as assessed by the Preoccupation subscale, may be more cautious, diligent, and thoughtful than action-oriented individuals, which may benefit work performance for jobs that require careful decision-making and as rated by supervisors who value thoroughness. It is important for many jobs, however, that persons who are thoughtful in the planning stage then proceed to use their plans (as assessed by the Hesitation subscale). These findings argue for the usefulness of distinguishing among the three ACS dimensions and suggest that differing combinations of the action-state components may be optimal for the performance of different types of jobs. Future research should attempt to substantiate the specific processes relating both the Preoccupation and Hesitation subscales to work performance and to identify the specific job contexts under which different levels of action-state orientation will optimize performance.
The finding that supervisor ratings of job performance and OCBs were strongly predicted by the revised ACS subscales, even after controlling for several demographic variables and the Big Five personality dimensions, suggests that the three components of action-state orientation may be useful in explaining important organizational outcomes. Consistent with Kuhl's (1992) suggestion, it may be that the volitional constructs assessed by the ACS are more closely tied to actual performance than more distally related constructs such as personality. This is not to say that action-state orientation is more important or more useful than the Big Five, but rather that it can complement the Big Five and make substantive contributions to our understanding of many workrelated issues. Action-state orientation, and volitional issues more generally, are underutilized in much applied research today (Frese & Zapf, 1994) . A major contribution of this article is to highlight the value of investigating volitional issues in the workplace.
In conclusion, we believe that the present findings provide an important first step in introducing the concept and measurement of the components of action-state orientation to applied settings. Although more research is needed to further validate and refine the ACS and to replicate our current findings, we believe that with the size of the samples used in the current study and the breadth of the variables examined, the present investigation provides a base for further examining volitional issues and their impact in the workplace. Furthermore, our aggregate results support the assertion made in the Introduction that more attention should be paid to issues of goal-striving in the study of work performance. Future theoretical development of work motivation models should give equal consideration to issues of goal setting and goal-striving.
